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the Permanent Settlement. We are, therefore, deeply grateful to the Committee. It
is gratifying to notice that the Committee recognises that any violation of the Perma-
nent Settlement regulations will have a revolutionary effect economically. But the re-
commendation falls far short of our claim. The Report does not accept the contention
that the Permanent Settlement regulations cannot be altered by the Indian J
ture so as to affect solemn engagements entered into under the regulations by
Government of the day with the landholders, engagements which we contend
binding on the East India Company and hence binding on the Secretary of State.
The Report says : "We do not dispute the fact that the declaration as to the permanence
of the settlement could not have been departed from by the British Government so long
aa that Government was in effective control of land revenue. But we could not regard
this fact as involving the conclusion that it must be placed beyond the legal compe-
tence of an Indian ministry.........to alter the enactments.........which enactments

despite the promises of permanence which they contain are legally subject (like   any
other Indian enactment) to repeal as alteration."

The view of the Report that the British Government could not alter the Per-
manent Settlement but that the local legislature which derive their power from the
British Government could alter it, cannot be accepted as legally correct.
It should be outside the competence of the local legislature to, in any way, alter,
vary or modify the permanent settlement regulations. Besides our specific point ia
that the balance of the income in the hands of the landholder after paying the
peishcush as per the permanent settlement engagements must under no pretext
be got at by the State through any scheme of taxation.

That our fears are not merely imaginary is borne out as you are aware by a
recent Privy Council decision and by the recent attempt which the Madras Gov-
ernment made to make the income of landholders from forests situated in estates
liable to income tax. Therefore we should urge the giving of a constitutional guar-
antee embodying the inviolability of the Permanent Settlement and a guarantee that
under no circumstances would the income from permanently settled or temporary
settled estates be subjected to taxation by future legislation. Apart form urging our
legal case, we have already submitted to the Committee very cogent reasons as to
how such a procedure would be unjust and inequitable.

The next point to which 1 wish to draw your attention is the qualification for
the landholders'1 special seats. The Franchise Committee in its recommendations
leaves without fixing definitely the qualification for the land-holders7 seat, merely
mentioning that the details should be fixed at the time of the delimitation of the
constituencies, There is a necessity now to clearly lay down firstly that the land-
holders7 constituency should contain as electors only those that are affected by the
Permanent Settlement and the Estates Land Act. Secondly, that the qualification
should be maintained at the same level as it is now so that there may be real
representation of the class.

You are aware that we had been agitating for the establishment of a Second
Chamber in our Province. In para 117, the Committee recommend a Second Cham-
ber for Madras, among other 5 major provinces in India. We should, therefore,
welcome the recommendation. I have no doubt that a Second Chamber would
facilitate and ensure the smooth working of Provincial Autonomy to be set up
under the future constitution. Also it would be a source for setting up healthy
conventions; for acting as it would as a check on hasty and ill-considered legisla-
tion, the Second Chamber would reduce to a minimum the necessity for the
exercise of special powers vested in H. E. the Governor. One point about the
Second Chamber, I wish to stress, namely, the necessity for a high franchise based
upon a high property qualification. I am glad to notice the recommendation
contemplates such a franchise. We had not pleaded for special representation in
the Second Chamber in the Provinces, but I observe in para 122 the Committee
recommend "it is proposed to include a certain number of seats to be filled by
nomination by the Governor at his discretion and accordingly available for the
purpose of redressing any possible inequality or to secure some representation, to
women in the Upper Houses." We can justly claim that the Governor should be
instructed to include the landholders among those to be nominated by him at his
discretion.

In conclusion I suggest we appoint a Committee to prepare and submit a
memorandum, after going in detail into the various questions affecting the landhol-
ders' interests raised by the Report,